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Affirmed as nodi fied by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Denise D. Canty, Appellant Pro Se. Alvin Pasternak, Sherry Susan
Lai rd, METROPOLI TAN LI FE | NSURANCE COMPANY, New Yor k, New York, for
Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel  ant appeals fromthe district court’s order dism ssing
her claim as a beneficiary to |life insurance proceeds. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s order and affirm as
modi fi ed.

Metropolitan Life Insurance Conpany (MetlLife) brought this
i nterpleader action in district court against the five children of
Ceor ge Saunders, a deceased federal enployee. Pursuant to the Fed-
eral Enployees’ Goup Life Insurance Act of 1951 (FEGQ.IA), the
decedent was covered under a group policy issued by MetLife to the
Ofice of Personnel Managenent (OPM. See 5 U S.C § 8701-16
(1994). The Appellant was a naned beneficiary in tw fornms; how
ever, as the district court correctly concluded, both fornms were

invalid. See 5 U S.C. §8 8705(a); see also Ward v. Stratton, 988

F.2d 65, 67 (8th Gr. 1993). W therefore affirm the district
court’s order but nodify it to reflect the denial of the Appel-
lant’ s notion for summary judgnent.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED AS MODI FI ED




